May 2009 Faculty Welfare Committee Report on Salaries

Each spring the Faculty Welfare Committee provides the college community with a report on SMC salaries and the college's standing with respect to the goals in its faculty salary policy. The report traditionally includes summaries and comparisons of certain average and median salaries using information provided by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) April faculty salary data. This year our report must take a very different form, for several reasons.

First, the economic downturn took place after colleges and universities set their 2008-2009 pay structure, and it is likely that pay increases during 2004-2008 have little bearing on upcoming salary decisions. Thus, our usual compilation of numbers seems to have, at least temporarily, lost any predictive value it once might have had. Worse, at least one of the key schools in our comparison groups failed to report this year.

Next, it is not clear what purpose the salary comparisons would serve. As you know, last semester Brother Ronald indicated that "the time has come to either remove Goal 2 [median assistant salaries should match the WCC+1 median assistant average] from the Faculty Salary Policy or replace it with a goal that better reflects the academic, enrollment, financial and mission related realities of Saint Mary's College." Further, it was clear from Brother Ronald's correspondence with the Faculty Welfare Committee that Goal 1 [average SMC assistant salary should be above the Pac IIA average] was no longer a goal that we strive to meet, but rather a level that we may or may not reach in any given year depending on financial circumstances.

Finally, when preparing this year's report, the FWC discovered an oddity in SMC's salary data.  Investigation revealed that a small number of assistant professors are being paid significantly above scale salaries. The effect is quite substantial. Our AAUP reported assistant average was $67,200, while the average salary computed using the salary scale and known ranks is $63,290. Which value, then, should we use in our comparisons? The number resulting from the salary scale (in which case our assistant professors have fallen short of the Pac IIA – minimal standard in three of the past four years), or the one that includes the non-scale salaries (which says the assistants are doing quite fine)? 
Hence, we are unable to issue our standard report. Instead we offer five observations. 

1) The 2002/2005 salary policy is finally truly defunct. Goal #2 has been alternately attacked and ignored for years. Goal #1 is no longer really a goal, just a standard we sometimes happen to meet. And now even the salary scale is no longer sacrosanct. Continuing efforts to 'save the policy' merely postpone the day we begin a real conversation on salaries.

2) Whether we like it or not, the college is currently paying differential salaries. This door, now open, will be very hard to shut. Consider -- how should the FWC advise those currently receiving non-scale salaries? That we consider their contracts to be invalid? That they should volunteer for a (significant) pay cut? Neither approach seems beneficial. Similarly, how should we counsel those teaching in hard-to-hire disciplines whose colleagues are receiving above-scale salaries? Clearly to discuss with their dean the possibility of them too receiving non-scale wages.

3) At the same time, a strict adherence to the salary scale is at the heart of the salary policy. Just last year (2007-2008) the faculty clearly reaffirmed their support for tenure to the college and rejected the suggestion that we move to tenure to a school or program/department. Of all of our concerns with “identity,” this is an issue on which we are clear. We are not a collection of many faculties; we are one faculty. As such, and until and unless the faculty explicitly agrees otherwise, we expect salaries to be based solely on rank; that is, to be paid on scale. 

4) In a dark way, that money formerly (secretly) paid in stipend is now (openly) being counted as salary is actually a step forward, for a stipend implies temporary, extra work, whereas salary is for normal work and is permanent. The FWC does note a sense of honesty and openness in the administration’s action of acknowledging what salaries are actually paid. Similarly, we wish to remind all of the efforts, led by the provost and deans, which preserved the step system for 2009-2010 when it came under threat due to severe budget constraints.
5) Nonetheless, this episode is another example of the all-too-frequent lack of shared governance at Saint Mary's. The first step toward repairing the relationship between administration and faculty must be taken by the administration. As a crucial step, the administration must agree to abide by our mutually negotiated agreements and be being willing to share all appropriate information.

In light of the above, on Thursday the Faculty Welfare Committee will ask the Academic Senate to request that the administration formally and completely respond to the following questions: 

a. How was it determined that the college would be paying differential salaries? Who authorized this, and why was the faculty not consulted? 

b. Do we have criteria for paying differential salaries?  If so, what are they and how are they determined? Is there a list of hard-to-hire disciplines?  Will all faculty in those disciplines be receiving non-scale salaries?  By whom and with what process will these decisions be made? 

c. How are the current differential salaries affecting the salary pool? How will they effect the determination of the pool during next year’s budget cycle?
d. How does the administration intend to inform and involve the faculty in general salary decisions and in the determination of a new salary policy and an effective salary scale?

As always, we welcome your feedback, comments and questions.

For the Faculty Welfare Committee

Jim Sauerberg

David Alvarez

Joel Burley

Colette Fleuridas

Tomas Gomez
Jim Sauerberg, Chair
